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Consumers have increasing interests in sustainable products, but the actual purchase rate 
is relatively low. To find the reasons of this gap, previous studies focus primarily on 
cognitive factors of behavioral change based on the theory of planned behavior. Little 
research, however, discusses such a sustainable consumption issue from emotional 
aspects. Thus, this research proposed that self-conscious emotions play an essential role 
of sustainable consumption behavior, and such emotions are driven from private and 
public self-consciousness. Study 1 examined participants’ general evaluations toward two 
emotions and sustainable consumption behaviors. The results showed that empathic 
concern had a significantly positive effect on socially responsible consumption, whereas 
personal distress did not. As the antecedent of self-conscious emotions, private and public 
self-consciousness both were positively association with empathic concern, but only 
public self-consciousness had a significantly positive impact on personal distress. Study 2 
examined three emotions regarding a shopping scenario. The results indicated that 
empathy had a significant influence on willingness to pay more for the sustainable 
product, but pride and guilt did not. Additionally, only private self-consciousness 
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significantly resulted in pride and empathy. This suggested that considering self is the 
primary determinant of purchasing sustainable products in a shopping environment 
although considering others have a stronger effect on sustainable consumption in general 
evaluations. Most promotional strategies of sustainable practices still activate consumers’ 
public self-consciousness (e.g., environmental protection), and thus attitude-behavior gap 
emerges. As a result, marketers should activate consumers’ private self-consciousness 




CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
1.1 Research Motivation 
Apple’s iPhone series incur a worldwide popular trend of smartphone use. However, 
do you know Apple’s operations in the United States use 100% renewable energy? Do 
you know their partner factories launched more than 870 projects in the Environment, 
Health, and Safety (EHS) Academy to improve working conditions in 2014?1 What do 
you think about this? The answer should be: “Great! They are working for environmental 
protection and working justice.” If you have had an iPhone or multiple iPhones, did you 
purchase it or them because of the aforementioned reasons? The answer apparently is no. 
In fact, every huge corporate like Apple has that kind of appeal, which is highly relevant 
to a concept—“Sustainability.”  
Sustainability has been ardently discussed in a variety of fields, such as research, 
business, and public administration (Kiron, Kruschwitz, Haanaes, & von Streng Velken, 
2012; Prothero et al., 2011). The concept of “sustainable development” aims to seek a 
long-term economic performance without short-term detrimental behaviors to the society 
and the environment (Porter & Kramer, 2006). Since sustainable development was
                                                 
1 The statistics were retrieved from Apple’s website— Environmental Responsibility: 




associated with “consumption” in the Rio Declaration, published after the Earth Summit 
held by the United Nations in 1992 (UNCED, 1992), “sustainable consumption” has 
become an increasingly popular concept. In addition, the European Environmental 
Agency (EEA, 2013) has claimed that eleven product groups (e.g., infrastructure, food, 
agriculture, electricity and water, retail services, transport equipment, hotel and restaurant 
services, coke and refined petroleum, health and social work, and public administration) 
together constitute 75-85 percent of the vital environmental pressures arisen from 
expenditures on goods and services. In response to these environmental problems, 
products with ethical or moral appeal (i.e., sustainable products) also increasingly appear 
in markets and retail channels. In addition, patent applications regarding environmental 
technology (e.g., renewable energy, emissions abatement, and climate change mitigation) 
sent to the European Patent Office show an increasing trend between 1980 and 2010 
(SOER, 2015). Moreover, according to the statistics provided by the U.S. Energy 
Information Administration, renewable electricity generation like wind, solar, biomass 
and so on in the United States also reveals increasing trend based on the projections in 
2013-2040.2 Consequently, it is important to discuss sustainable consumption issues due 
to its popular trend in recent years. 
 
1.2 Research Question 
The most representative examples of sustainable products are green products, which 
are manufactured by recycled materials or meet the standard of low pollutions and low 
                                                 




carbon emissions, such as hybrid cars and organic crops. One study reported that 40% of 
consumers show an interest in buying green products, whereas only 4% actually do so 
(Dupré, 2005, p. 15). Similarly, other research also indicated that consumers have a 
growing interest in buying products that are ethically and socially conscious (Cotte & 
Trudel, 2009), but the actual purchase rate for these products is relatively low (Luchs, 
Naylor, Irwin, & Raghunathan, 2010). This problem reflects the questions of iPhone 
purchase raised at the first paragraph; that is, Apple’s sustainability pursuit can increase 
consumers’ positive attitude, but is not the main determinant of iPhone purchasing. 
Therefore, a general question of this research is: “What are the reasons that result in this 
attitude-behavior gap underlying sustainable consumption?” 
 
1.3 Research Purpose 
To answer this question, on the one hand, the possible reasons for this discrepancy 
might be an uncertainty nature of sustainable products, because consumers are not willing 
to sacrifice functional attributes to choose socially conscious products (Auger, Devinney, 
Louviere, & Burke, 2008). That is, consumers feel uncertain about the value obtained 
from ethical or moral attributes as opposed to functional attributes. This also reflects the 
fact that consumers actually do not often buy sustainable products, which are generally 
more expensive than the same type of products without an ethical appeal. In other words, 
consumers feel more certain about pursuing self-interest values (e.g., economical value). 
On the other hand, the key value of sustainable consumption is sustainable development, 
which can be viewed as a socially desirable concept (Bhattacharyya, 2012; Diaz-Chavez, 
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2011). Accordingly, sustainable products are perceived to be concerned with others due 
to a moral appeal of these products. 
In addition to the reasons from a perspective of product attributes, other self-
perception factors based on the theory of planned behavior have been well discussed in 
why consumers engage in sustainable consumption from a behavioral perspective. For 
instance, perceived availability (e.g., perceived convenience of sustainable products) and 
perceived consumer effectiveness (e.g., belief that personal effort is effective) are 
significant effects of perceived behavioral control on sustainable consumption (Vermeir 
& Verbeke, 2008). However, little research directly discussed self-perception factors 
about why consumers engage in sustainable consumption from emotional aspects. In fact, 
emotional factors influencing behavioral change have been much investigated in the 
conventional consumption context (Williams, 2014). Also, some specific emotions may 
lead consumers to engage in sustainable consumption. For example, empathy can 
significantly predict prosocial behaviors (McGinley & Carlo, 2007), which have common 
values (i.e., morality) with sustainable consumption. This emotion is associated with 
caring about others’ thoughts or opinions. This other-focused emotion, however, do not 
completely reflect an effect on sustainable consumption behavior. Ego-focused emotions 
like pride should also lead to prosocial behavior due to individuals’ feelings only for 
themselves toward doing something good. For instance, pride and anger are found to 
have a significant influence on cause-related marketing campaigns (Kim & Johnson, 
2013), which are highly associated with sustainable consumption. These ego-focused 
emotions are supposed to have an impact on sustainable products purchase. 
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Besides, self-conscious emotions theory should be also taken into consideration to 
infer possible antecedents of emotions leading to sustainable consumption behavior. The 
foregoing emotions that may cause sustainable consumption belong to self-conscious 
emotions. According to Weiner (1980)’s Cognitive-Emotion-Action Model of Motivated 
Behavior on which self-conscious emotions theory relies, these emotions causing a 
specific behavior are stemmed from an appraisal process toward the behavior. In line 
with the foregoing emotional effects in terms of the focus on self or others, private and 
public self-consciousness as antecedents should engender different effects on such self-
conscious emotions. This appraisal process may be moderated by situational factors. 
Hence, this research conducted two studies to examine my proposed model in terms of 
different situational settings.  
Study 1 examined a general evaluation of self-conscious emotions and sustainable 
consumption by structural equation modeling analysis. Using empathic concern and 
personal distress as self-conscious emotions giving rise to sustainable consumption, I 
found that empathic concern had a significant impact on sustainable consumption, but 
personal distress did not show this significance. In addition, the effect of public self-
consciousness on self-conscious emotions was greater than private self-consciousness. 
Study 2 conducted a shopping scenario instead, and used pride, empathy, and guilt as 
self-conscious emotions. The result showed that public self-consciousness did not have 
any significant impacts on all of these three self-conscious emotions. This research not 
only explains the theoretical gap regarding the lack of studies in discussing emotional 
effects on sustainable consumption, but also provides marketers with a practical 
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implication of promoting sustainable consumption in terms of the activation of private 
self-consciousness rather than public self-consciousness.
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
2.1 Sustainable Consumption 
A purpose of sustainable consumption is to persistently maintain a high quality of 
human life. This ethical appeal can be implemented from the focus of consumption style 
and consumer type. Hence, sustainable consumption is also called “ethical consumption,” 
and consumers who engage in sustainable consumption are called “ethically minded 
consumers” or simply “ethical consumers” (e.g., Carrington, Neville, & Whitwell, 2010, 
2014).  
Reducing consumption volume is a typical way of engaging in sustainable 
consumption. This is developed in opposition to consumerism, which has a tenet of 
stimulating consumption in response to mass production (Press & Arnould, 2009). 
Although mass consumption is beneficial to economic development, its subsequent 
enormous exhaustion of natural resources gradually damages an ecological environment. 
Consumption reduction attempts to maintain environmental sustainability by either 
saving natural resources or simplifying the use of products. Anti-consumption is an 
apparent case of consumption simplification. More specifically, some studies investigated 
reasons of anti-consumption from a perspective of considering others, such as impression 
management (Yüksel & Mirza, 2010) and willingness to make sacrifices (Klein, Smith, & 
John, 2004). Furthermore, consumers reject to buy products which are detrimental to the
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environment due to a belief of sustainability (Moisander, 2007; Moisander & Pesonen, 
2002) and refuse to buy products from socially irresponsible businesses because of a 
belief in fair-trade (Ozcaglar‐Toulouse, Shiu, & Shaw, 2006). 
In addition, sustainable consumption is also regarded as the use of products with a 
moral, ethical, or prosocial appeal. In other words, products which are promoted by any 
forms of morality and other-interested concerns can be generally viewed as sustainable 
products. The obvious examples are green products, indicating that materials or 
manufacturing processes would be environmentally friendly or pro-ecological. The 
primary value of green consumption is consumers’ environmentally rational awareness of 
making purchase decisions (Ottman, 1993). These consumers are people who are likely to 
use some of the resources they possess to display their care and concerns for the 
environment (Black & Cherrier, 2010). From a perspective of targeting strategy, products 
with these environmentally-friendly appeals are in the position to target these so-called 
“environmentally conscious consumers” (Ottman, 1993) or “green consumers” 
(Elkington, Hailes, & Makower, 1990; Tanner & Wölfing Kast, 2003). The issues which 
have been discussed regarding environmentally friendly consumption are organic/local 
foods (e.g., Reisch, Eberle, & Lorek, 2013; Sirieix, Delanchy, Remaud, Zepeda, & 
Gurviez, 2013), energy conservation/sustainable energy consumption (e.g., Hartmann & 
Apaolaza-Ibáñez, 2012; Paetz, Dütschke, & Fichtner, 2012), and recycling (e.g., Bianchi 
& Birtwistle, 2012; Phipps et al., 2013). 
To broaden the meaning of keeping a high quality of human life underlying 
sustainable consumption, humane factors are considered in relevant to consumer 
behaviors. This consumption type is also called “socially responsible consumption,” 
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including environmental and social aspects (Durif, Boivin, Rajaobelina, & François-
Lecompte, 2011). Webb, Mohr, and Harris (2008) define such a responsible behavior as 
“A person basing his or her acquisition, usage and disposition of products on a desire to 
minimize or eliminate any harmful effects and maximize the long-run beneficial impact 
on society” (p. 47). For instance, philanthropic donations, cause-related purchases, 
rejection of goods made with sweatshop labors, and choosing fair-trade products, 
assuredly reflect considerations of justice for others (White, MacDonnell, & Ellard, 2012). 
In response to these humanistic humane considerations, enterprises put an emphasis on 
their corporate social responsibility through providing products or services with charity 
donation and fair working conditions. Therefore, sustainable consumption should be a 
pervasive concept that embraces ecological and humane attention. 
However, empirical evidence supports that even though consumers highly accept 
and are motivated by the values of sustainable consumption (e.g., ethical values for 
protecting the environment), they are still less likely to change their consumption 
behavior to a sustainable consumption mode. Such so-called ethical intentions hardly 
translate into actual buying behavior for ethical consumption when consumers check out 
at the cashier (Auger & Devinney, 2007; Belk, Devinney, & Eckhardt, 2005; Carrigan & 
Attalla, 2001; Shaw, Shiu, Hassan, Bekin, & Hogg, 2007). Moreover, previous research 
regarding sustainable consumption indicates a significant gap between attitude toward 
environmental issues and actual behavior of buying sustainable products (Carrington et 
al., 2014; Luchs et al., 2010). As a result, the low rate of actual behavior is an important 
issue regarding sustainable consumption, and it is essential to uncover reasons underlying 
10 
 
this problem to effectively promote sustainable consumption from a perspective of 
behavioral change. 
 
2.2 Behavioral Change in Sustainable Consumption 
Consumers are often reluctant to make assumed trade-offs for ethical or green 
products (e.g., Auger et al., 2008; Peattie, 2001) due to the nature of uncertainty of 
ethical values. Hence, consumers fail to actually buy these products although they have 
positive attitudes toward them. Such an attitude-behavior gap is a main challenge when it 
comes to discussing sustainable consumption. This gap has also been discussed within an 
ethical consumerism context (Auger, Burke, Devinney, & Louviere, 2003; Belk et al., 
2005; Connolly & Shaw, 2006; De Pelsmacker, Driesen, & Rayp, 2005). In order to 
explore this discrepancy about sustainable consumption, there were two different points 
of view within the literature regarding ethical consumerism (Newholm & Shaw, 2007). 
One perspective focuses on methodological approaches. It is noted that self-reported 
survey has its constraints to measure consumers’ willingness to purchase and actual 
purchase behavior (e.g., Auger & Devinney, 2007; Carrigan & Attalla, 2001). This 
reflects on some studies using analysis of variance to detect the interaction effect between 
two primary factors and comparing the mean scores of purchase intention or the 
percentages of the choice (e.g., Green & Peloza, 2014; Peloza, White, & Shang, 2013). 
The other perspective uses a modeling approach to identify factors that directly and 
indirectly influence the association between attitude and actual sustainable consumption 
behavior (e.g., De Pelsmacker & Janssens, 2007; Vermeir & Verbeke, 2008). For 
example, Carrington et al. (2010) posit that consumers’ planning to purchase, their 
11 
 
control over the prior purchasing experience, and environmental features determine the 
translation from ethical intentions into actual behavior. In addition, Carrington et al. 
(2014) use core motivational hierarchy (prioritization of ethical values, integration into 
consumer lifestyles, and consumption enactment based on shopping modes) to explain 
the attitude-behavior gap. Based on this standpoint, behavioral change is the purpose of 
overcoming this gap by translating positive attitude to actual behavior. 
From a perspective of behavioral change, people are likely to resist changing their 
current consumption behavior even though they have highly positive attitude toward 
sustainable consumption because consumers are more familiar with conventional 
consumption practices than sustainable consumption behaviors in the daily life. In other 
words, consumption practices every day still rely heavily on personal concerns, which 
include habit, convenience, health condition, value for consumption, and responses to 
social norms (Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). As such, considering individual motivations of 
sustainable consumption is still a useful way to make consumers change their current 
consumption behavior to more sustainable one. Previous research widely uses Ajzen 
(1991)’s “theory of planned behavior” to discuss behavioral change in sustainable 
consumption based on an individual cognitive process. 
 
2.3 Theory of Planned Behavior 
This theory postulates that behavioral intention, which essentially precedes actual 
behavior, is driven from three intrinsic factors— (1) an individual’s attitude towards the 
behavior, (2) subjective norms, which mean their beliefs concerning what others think 
about the behavior, and (3) perceived behavioral control (Hargreaves, 2011). This model 
12 
 
has been extended to incorporate various variables for multiple applications of 
sustainable consumption, such as belief salience, moral norms, self-efficacy, self-identity, 
past behavior/habit, and affective beliefs (e.g., Conner & Armitage, 1998; Mannetti, 
Pierro, & Livi, 2004). Most of the relevant studies still concentrate on cognitive factors 
by applying the theory of planned behavior into behavioral change in sustainable 
consumption. For instance, attitudes, values, beliefs, and needs can lead to behavioral 
change across contexts regarding environmentally friendly consumption (Bamberg, 2003). 
In fact, these contexts may instead override all of those cognitive factors in the models 
developed from the theory of planned behavior (Stern, 2000). 
As previously stated, recent models extended the theory of planned behavior by 
adding more variables related to individual attitudes. Predictive power for these models, 
however, is diminishing, and their increasing complexity is not parsimonious enough for 
practical application (Jackson, 2005). Hence, it seems to be implausible to discuss 
behavioral change in sustainable consumption by only expanding the model based on the 
theory of planned behavior. On the other hand, little research examined sustainable 
consumption behavior directly from emotional or affective aspects. In fact, the virtue of 
morality underlying sustainable consumption should trigger consumers’ emotions 
regarding caring about others or the society. Therefore, it is required to further specify the 





2.4 Emotions and Sustainable Consumption 
Emotions and affect have predicted the link with ethical behaviors (e.g., Eisenberg, 
2000; Hardy, 2006). Sustainable consumption has been also seen as a type of ethical or 
moral behavior (e.g., Verain et al., 2012; Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). Further, research 
has discussed two identified types of emotions: ego-focused emotions and other-focused 
emotions (Aaker & Williams, 1998; Kitayama, Mesquita, & Karasawa, 2006). These two 
types of emotions are distinguished in terms of the extent to which an individual 
generates emotions developed from an independent versus interdependent self (Kitayama 
et al., 2006). Such a distinction of emotional response is in line with the context of two 
fundamental modules of human experience—agency and communion, which are 
construed as two constellations of traits (Paulhus & John, 1998). Agency contains 
features that focus on pursuing personal goals and exhibiting competence and 
accomplishments, whereas communion includes characteristics that are aimed at 
maintaining social connections and showing relations with others (Abele & Wojciszke, 
2007; Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Ybarra et al., 2008). 
More specifically, ego-focused emotions are regarded as interpersonally disengaging 
emotions, whereas other-focused emotions are regarded as interpersonally engaging 
emotions (Aaker & Williams, 1998; Kitayama et al., 2006). In other words, ego-focused 
emotions are consistent with not only an individual’s internal state or attributes which 
exclude others but also the need for individual expression, awareness, and experience 
(Aaker & Williams, 1998). Conversely, other-focused emotions are associated with 
others or a social context, such as the need for harmony, agreement, and the alignment of 
one’s actions with others (Aaker & Williams, 1998).  
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Altruism and sustainability have a close connection because sustainability implies 
helping and caring about others. Empathy is emphasized as an important antecedent of 
helping behavior (Schlenker & Britt, 2001). Research suggests that a higher level of 
empathy is related to greater helping behavior (Batson, 1995; Krebs, 1970). Empathy also 
plays a role in predicting the sensitivity to a comfortable state (Burleson, 1983, 1985). 
Guilt, empathy, embarrassment and shame, which belong to other-focused emotions, can 
be also regarded as moral emotions (Aaker & Williams, 1998; Singelis & Sharkey, 1995). 
Therefore, other-focused emotions should be one of the reasons why people engage in 
sustainable consumption. 
 Ego-focused emotions, such as pride, involve one’s internal features as the primary 
referent and develop independent feelings, difference from others, and uniqueness (Aaker 
& Williams, 1998). These ego-focused emotions contain feelings of pride and anger, 
which can be also viewed as moral emotions (Aaker & Williams, 1998; Haidt, 2003; 
Kitayama et al., 2006; Markus & Kitayama, 1991). As such, consumers should also 
express their emotions for self-interest because the value of morality underlying 
sustainable consumption increases self-achievement or self-actualization. In general, 
these ego-focused and other-focused emotions that may be associated with morality 
belong to “self-conscious emotions.” Consequently, the literature about self-conscious 
emotions should be reviewed to understand a psychological process underlying 




2.4.1 Self-Conscious Emotions 
Self-conscious emotions (e.g., pride, guilt, and shame) are essential to motivate 
individuals’ opinions, feelings, and behaviors (Fischer & Tangney, 1995). These 
emotions activate people to work hard for achieving tasks (Stipek, 1995; Weiner, 1985), 
and to engage in socially proper behaviors to maintain their social interactions 
(Baumeister, Stillwell, & Heatherton, 1994; Leith & Baumeister, 1998). Research has 
found the link between self-conscious emotions and altruistic outcomes. Guilt, for 
instance, has primarily involved in reparative and prosocial behaviors such as 
philanthropy and help giving (e.g., Baumeister et al., 1994; Tangney & Dearing, 2002). 
In addition, self-conscious emotions are cognition-dependent (Izard, Ackerman, & 
Schultz, 1999). Hence, Tracy and Robins (2004) developed a theoretical model 
specifying antecedent cognitions of self-conscious emotions, and concluded that self-
conscious emotions require self-awareness and serve primarily socialized needs. Based 
on the characteristics of self-conscious emotions, the literature regarding cognitive parts 
of emotions should be reviewed to develop the theoretical model of this research. 
 
2.4.2 Cognitive Model of Emotions 
Cognitive models of emotions are theories to understand cognitive precursors of 
emotions, and mainly discuss appraisals as cognitive process. Lazarus (1991) clearly 
stipulates the relationship between the appraisals and the resultant emotions. According 
to Lazarus, an individual’s appraisal of a situation depends on internal factors, such as 
personality, beliefs, and goals, as well as external factors, such as product performance, 
responses of other people. Such a cognitive appraisal determines which emotions are 
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evoked (Nyer, 1997). According to this cognitive process of emotions, Nyer (1997) 
developed a cognitive appraisal-emotions-behaviors model to explain a psychological 
process of word-of-mouth intentions. As previously noted, self-conscious emotions are 
also activated by self-cognition. As a result, Nyer’s cognitive appraisal-emotions-
behaviors model should be an appropriate conceptual framework to more completely 
develop my proposed model regarding self-conscious emotions and sustainable 
consumption. 
Reviewing the relevant literature pertaining to cognitive appraisal can provide some 
thoughts on finding a factor to represent cognitive appraisal of self-conscious emotions 
leading to sustainable consumption. Weiner (1980) stated that locus, stability, and control 
are three dimensions of causal attribution of help-giving judgment. Moreover, Tracy and 
Robins (2004) expanded these three dimensions to develop more factors of cognitive 
appraisal—survival goal-relevance, identity-goal relevance, identity-goal congruence, 
attentional focus on self, activation of self-representations, locus attribution, and stability 
and globality attributions. These factors of cognitive appraisal depend primarily on self-
consciousness coping with emotions and behaviors. If a student internally attributes 
failing a math exam to her lack of intelligence (a stable cause), she will feel shame on the 
failure. As such, a representative of cognitive appraisal in my proposed model is self-
consciousness. In line with an emotional focus on self or others as above-mentioned, self-






Self-consciousness is a personal perspective whereby a person views himself or 
herself as a social object and also has a critical awareness of others’ perspectives about 
him or her (Fenigstein, Scheier, & Buss, 1975). According to this definition, the self is 
typically categorized in two subtypes—the private self and the public self (Buss, 1980), 
which can be discussed in dispositions of self-consciousness. Private self-consciousness 
is the hidden facet of self and not easily detected by others, such as inner feelings and 
motives (e.g., desire to accomplish) (Buss, 1980; Marquis & Filiatrault, 2002). Kernis 
and Grannemann (1988) have noted that private self-consciousness is also associated 
with self-reflexion, enhanced self-knowledge, and awareness of one’s own beliefs, drives, 
emotions and conceptions. Therefore, private self-consciousness depends primarily on 
the self-concept excluding considerations regarding other people, indicating that private 
self-consciousness should emphasize self rather than others.  
In contrast, public self-consciousness is a disposition concerning others’ perceptions 
toward self (Iyer & Muncy, 2009). It reflects a concern for the publicly shown features of 
self that can easily be inspected by other people, and has a link with obvious displays and 
impression management (Cheek & Briggs, 1982). High public self-consciousness is more 
likely to be linked with personal rejection (Bushman, 1993). In addition, people who tend 
to reveal a trait of public self-consciousness are likely to engage in the behavior of self-
monitoring, because individuals who intend to monitor themselves will monitor the self-
presentation of others in order to figure out cues for their own self-presentation (Gould, 
1993; Snyder, 1974). Therefore, public self-consciousness should put an emphasis on 
societal concerns more than only self-concerns. 
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Self-consciousness is reliably linked to emotions. Self-conscious emotions as 
aforementioned are aroused by self-evaluation or self-reflection (Tangney, Stuewig, & 
Mashek, 2007). More specifically, private self-consciousness accentuates self-concerns, 
which are also underlined by ego-focused emotions. As the reasoning of private self-
consciousness, public self-consciousness tends to link to others’ impressions of 
themselves due to their consciousness relevant to the public. Based on the focus on self or 
others of self-conscious emotions, private and public self-consciousness should both have 
influences on self-conscious emotions.  
Aside from the direct relationship between self-consciousness and self-conscious 
emotions resulting in sustainable consumption, situational factors may moderate this 
relationship because different situations can drive individuals to engender different 
appraisals in terms of the activation of private or public self-consciousness. Individuals 
with high public self-consciousness show high-value perceptions for lower-price offers, 
whereas people with high private self-consciousness value higher priced offers (Tolbert, 
Kohli, & Suri, 2014). In a retail environment, sustainable products are generally more 
expensive than conventional ones due to extra costs of environmental protection or 
donation. Thus, private self-consciousness tends to be stimulated in a shopping 
environment because of the higher price driven from a moral value contained in 
sustainable consumption. However, in a general evaluation of emotions and past 
consumption experience, people do not directly encounter price offers as in a shopping 
environment. They are more likely to activate their public self-consciousness because 




2.5 Conceptual Framework and Hypotheses Development 
According to the foregoing review of the literature about self-conscious emotions 
and sustainable consumption behavior, I proposed a main conceptual framework as 
Figure 2.1. More specifically, self-consciousness is regarded as a representative of 
cognitive appraisal. Self-conscious emotions are thought as emotional categorization that 
gives rise to sustainable consumption. Two relevant situations regarding sustainable 
consumption (general evaluation and shopping environment) should moderate the 
relationship between self-consciousness and self-emotions. As a result, the hypotheses in 
the conceptual framework are proposed as follows: 
 
Hypothesis 1: Public self-consciousness is positively related to self-conscious emotions. 
Hypothesis 2: Private self-consciousness is positively related to self-conscious emotions. 
Hypothesis 3: Self-conscious emotions are positively related to sustainable consumption. 
Hypothesis 4: The effect of public self-consciousness is greater than the effect of private 
self-consciousness on self-conscious emotions in a general evaluation. 
Hypothesis 5: The effect of public self-consciousness is weaker than the effect of private 



































 General evaluation 
 Shopping environment 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
To examine the hypotheses stated previously, I conducted two studies in terms of 
two situations—general evaluation and shopping scenario. Study 1 focused on general 
evaluations of self-conscious emotions and past sustainable consumption experiences, 
and Study 2 incorporated a scenario of shopping in a mall in addition to the general 
evaluations as Study 1. The data of both studies were analyzed primarily by structural 
equation modeling method. Following Anderson and Gerbing (1988)’s two-step approach, 
a confirmatory factor analysis was firstly conducted for validating variables in the 
conceptual framework. After confirming that all indices of the analysis are acceptable 
through a measurement model in the structure equation modeling method, a full model 
including structural relationships was conducted to examine all hypotheses. 
 
3.1 Study 1: General Evaluations of Self-Conscious Emotions 
 
Study 1 mainly examined hypotheses 1-4, and was also viewed as the pretest of 
Study 2 in the situation of general evaluations. Through online survey, participants 
answered a series of questions, including self-consciousness, self-conscious emotions, 




3.1.1 Participants and Procedure 
The data was collected via online survey, and both composed of subjects via Amazon 
Mechanical Turk (M-Turk), which has been increasingly prevalent in consumer research. 
Recent studies with collecting samples via M-Turk have been also published in leading 
academic journals (e.g., Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Weiss & Johar, 2013). The 
sample from this open website also shows more generalized than college student samples, 
which have been usually collected by many consumer behavior studies. 
Participants on M-Turk were asked to firstly read the consent form to decide whether 
they were willing to participate in this survey or not. If they decided to continue the 
following survey, they would, by turns, answer a series of questions, including empathic 
concern and personal distress as self-conscious emotions, self-consciousness, a variety of 
sustainable consumption behaviors which they have ever engaged in, and demographics. 
Finally, participants were provided a completion code for gaining 0.5 dollars from M-
Turk that I had prepaid. Meanwhile, they submitted their responses by clicking on a 
submit button, and then the screen will show, “Thanks for your participation. Your 




As a key dependent variable for measuring sustainable consumption, the extent to 
which participants agree with whether they engaged in sustainable consumption was 
measured by considering ecologically/environmentally-conscious consumption, socially-
conscious consumption, and anti-consumption based on the aforementioned definition of 
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sustainable consumption. Furthermore, Durif et al. (2011) categorize socially responsible 
behavior into several types: (1) behavior in support of organizations with social 
responsibilities, (2) behavior focusing on environmental protection, (3) recycling 
behavior, (4) composting behavior, (5) local consumption behavior, (6) behavior about 
animal protection, (7) anti-consumption behavior, and (8) sustainable transport behavior. 
These types all belong to environmental or green issues except for the first type, which is 
more subject to social issues, and the seventh type, which can cross environmental and 
social issues. 
In addition to the aforementioned behaviors, I considered environment-related issues, 
such as green consumer behavior, civic behavior, and eco-friendly behavior (Berné-
Manero, Pedraja-Iglesias, & Ramo-Sáez, 2014; Urien & Kilbourne, 2011; Zhao, Gao, Wu, 
Wang, & Zhu, 2014). In terms of behaviors regarding social issues, socially-conscious 
purchasing (Pepper, Jackson, & Uzzell, 2009) should be taken into account. In addition, 
Iyer and Muncy (2009)’s concepts of voluntary simplifiers and global impact consumers, 
which are representatives of anti-consumption with personal and societal concerns, 
should be taken into consideration as well. As a result, I used the items of socially 
responsible consumption from Durif et al. (2011) because this measure contains all three 
primary issues reflected on a broad concept of sustainable consumption. 
General evaluations of self-conscious emotions embraced two constructs—empathic 
concern and personal distress, which are regarded as the emotional dimensions of 
empathy when it comes to helping behavior issues (Davis, 1983). Empathy can be viewed 
as a type of self-conscious emotions (Lewis, 2008), and has been defined as the capacity 
to be affected by others’ emotional states (Paciello, Fida, Cerniglia, Tramontano, & Cole, 
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2013). According to Davis (1980)’s individual difference measure of empathy 
(Interpersonal Reactivity Index, IRI), empathy measure is composed of four scales. The 
perspective-taking scale assesses the tendency to adopt perspectives of others, and is 
regarded as a cognitive part of empathy. The fantasy scale measures respondents’ 
tendency to imagine themselves as the fictional characters in the books and movies. The 
empathic concern scale assesses other-oriented feelings of warmth, compassion and 
concern for others, whereas the personal distress scale measures self-oriented feelings of 
fear, anxiety, and discomfort at observing the negative outcomes of others. Thus, 
empathic concern and personal distress can represent emotional parts of empathy. 
Moreover, these two emotional constructs also reflect ego-focused and other-
focused emotions mentioned in the literature review chapter. Furthermore, helping 
responses toward others can be enhanced via (1) decreasing personal distress or (2) 
increasing empathic concern (Batson, 1991; Decety & Jackson, 2006). As noted 
previously, sustainable consumption shares a common value with prosocial behavior like 
helping and caring. Therefore, the scales of these two constructs from the IRI are 
appropriate to be adopted as general evaluations of self-conscious emotions. 
Self-consciousness was measured using Fenigstein et al. (1975)’s scale, including 
private self-consciousness and public self-consciousness. This scale is well-established 
and has been examined to show a good reliability and validity (Carver & Scheier, 1981; 
Ruganci, 1995; Scheier & Carver, 1981). Participants were asked based on their real 
situation in their daily life. Demographic variables, such as sex, age and income, could 
affect consumptions regarding social consciousness (Diamantopoulos, Schlegelmilch, 
Sinkovics, & Bohlen, 2003). Hence, these three demographic variables were examined 
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for their confounding effects on sustainable consumption behavior. All of these items 
were seven-point Likert scales, and were seen in Appendix A. 
 
3.1.3 Structural Equation Modeling 
To ensure reliability and validity of primary variables (i.e., private self-
consciousness, public self-consciousness, empathic concern, personal distress, and 
socially responsible consumption), confirmatory factor analysis was used by including all 
constructs and the corresponding items in a single factor model. The statistical software 
AMOS 23 was used with Maximum Likelihood as an estimation method. Additionally, 
composite reliability was employed to assess construct reliability in addition to 
Cronbach’s alpha, which may underestimate reliability (Smith, 1974). 
All indices of the model fit were assessed to confirm a satisfactory measurement 
model, including absolute fit index [Chi-square (χ2), Chi-square to degree of freedom 
ratio (χ2/df), and Goodness of Fit Index (GFI)], relative fit index [Comparative Fit Index 
(CFI), Tucker Lewis Index (TLI), and Incremental Fit Index (IFI)], and alternative fit 
index [Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA)] (Hu & Bentler, 1999). A 
satisfactory Chi-square (χ2) value is supposed to be statistically insignificant, but it is 
usually significant when the sample size is large. Thus, Chi-square to degree of freedom 
ratio (χ2/df) is often used without only reporting Chi-square. A perfect model fit can be 
judged when χ2/df is smaller than 3, and a model fit is acceptable when χ2/df is smaller 
than 5 (Hu & Bentler, 1999). No matter absolute or relative fit index, the value (between 
0 and 1) should be greater than 0.9 to indicate a satisfactory model fit (Bentler, 1992; 
Brown, 2006; Hu & Bentler, 1999). Low RMSEA value shows a good model fit. 
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According to Hu & Bentler, 1999, RMSEA values should be no greater than 0.06 to 
suggest an adequate fit. However, MacCallum, Browne, and Sugawara (1996) 
recommend 0.08 as the criterion of determining a satisfactory model fit because sample 
size also affects RMSEA like Chi-square. 
To examine convergent validity, the Average Variance Extracted (AVE) should be 
greater than 0.5, which implies that those items encompass less than 50% error variance 
of converging on only one construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). The factor loadings of the 
indicators should be statistically significant and higher than 0.5 (Steenkamp & Geyskens, 
2006). To check discriminant validity, the AVE should be greater than the squared 
correlation coefficient between factors (Ha & Stoel, 2009).  
After ensuring that the measurement model was satisfactory, the full model was 
used to test the structural relationships as hypotheses 1-4. In the latent level, private self-
consciousness and public self-consciousness were exogenous variables. Empathic 
concern, personal distress, and socially responsible consumption were endogenous 
variables (See Figure 3.1). All indices of the model fit were assessed to confirm a 
satisfactory full model as the measurement model. Standardized coefficients of structural 
relationships based on the hypotheses were reported to see the strength and significance 
of the relationships. Finally, multi-group analysis was conducted to examine whether the 
foregoing demographic variables (i.e., sex, age, income) have any confounding effects on 













Figure 3.1 Structural Model for General Evaluation 
 
3.2 Study 2: Self-Conscious Emotions in a Shopping Scenario 
Study 2 replicated the variables of the Study 1 model for general evaluations to 
examine whether the same results would be found in the sample of Study 2 by using 
multi-group analysis of structural equation modeling. Next, by providing participants 
with a shopping scenario, three types of self-conscious emotions, such as pride, empathy, 
and guilt, would be asked to understand the extent to which they felt each emotion when 
purchasing a t-shirt in a mall. A similar methodological process as Study 1 was 
conducted to analyze the shopping environment model by adopting structural equation 
modeling. 
 
3.2.1 Participants and Procedure 
The M-Turk was still a source used to collect the data in Study 2. Participants who 
agreed with the consent form shown at the beginning were firstly given the scenario in a 














relevant to cause-related marketing, which means that marketing activities provide 
consumers opportunities to make purchase decisions not for self-benefit reasons (e.g., 
prosocial, ethical beliefs). The scenario asked participants to imagine shopping in a mall, 
and they noticed a t-shirt with an other-benefit appeal (i.e., additional 10% of the price 
donated to help refugees in Syria), which was regarded as a sustainable product. The 
entire content of the scenario was described in Appendix B. After reading the scenario, 
participants were asked to answer a series of questions about the scenario, including 
feelings toward the scenario and willingness to pay additional money for the t-shirt with 
an appeal of donation. Then, they were asked to answer the questions as Study 1 
regarding empathic concern, personal distress, self-consciousness, socially responsible 
consumption, and demographics. Participants were informed to finish the survey by 
providing the completion code for getting 0.7 dollars from M-Turk similar to the process 
in Study 1. 
 
3.2.2 Measures 
The measures of the variables for the multi-group test were the same as the measures 
in Study 1, such as empathic concern, personal distress, self-consciousness, and 
sustainable consumption. As for the key dependent variables about the shopping scenario, 
three items examined the extent to which participants were willing to pay additional 10% 
of the original price for the t-shirt. This measurement is a proxy of sustainable 
consumption behavior.  
For the measure of self-conscious emotions about a shopping environment, previous 
research regarding emotions in the fields of psychology and consumer behavior suggests 
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that pride can represent ego-focused emotions, whereas guilt and empathy are a typical 
type of other-focused emotions (Aaker & Williams, 1998; Kitayama et al., 2006; Markus 
& Kitayama, 1991). In addition, one’s engagement in altruistic behaviors is highly 
associated with feelings of guilt, pride, and empathy (Arnett, German, & Hunt, 2003; 
Fisher, Vandenbosch, & Antia, 2008; Hoffman, 1981). These three emotions belong to 
self-conscious emotions as aforementioned. Thus, pride, empathy, and guilt are 
appropriate to be examined in the shopping scenario. The measures of these three 
emotions were adopted from Kim and Johnson (2013) and included three items, 
respectively. In addition, five filler emotions were also mixed in this emotional measure. 
Unlike the measure of empathy in Study 1, the empathy measure here is uni-dimensional 
and tends to be similar to the empathic concern scale in Study 1 because all three items 
are relevant to positive feelings about concerns for others. Participants were asked to 
indicate how strongly they experienced each emotion when they were shopping in the 
mall. All the measures of the variables regarding the shopping scenario were seven-point 
Likert scale and were shown in Appendix C. 
 
3.2.3 Structural Equation Modeling 
In order to compare two general evaluation models across samples collected from 
two studies, configural, metric and factor invariance should be established in advance 
(See De Jong, Steenkamp, & Fox, 2007). More specifically, configural invariance 
suggests that the structure and basic meaning of a construct is invariant across samples. 
Metric invariance assumes equal factor loadings between the different samples. Factorial 
invariance indicates that the factors have comparable variation across samples. Wang and 
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Waller (2006)’s procedure was followed by adopting a multi-group confirmatory factor 
analysis model. The configural, metric, and factorial invariance were estimated in a 
nested model, and the configural invariance model serves as the baseline. The Chi-square 
difference test was used to indicate whether the fits of the models differ significantly. 
The full model for general evaluation was used to test the structural relationships as 
hypotheses 1-4, including the variables—private self-consciousness, public self-
consciousness, empathic concern, personal distress, and socially responsible consumption. 
All indices of the model fit were assessed to ensure a satisfactory full model as the 
measurement model. Standardized coefficients of structural relationship based on the 
hypotheses were reported to compare the strength and significance of the relationships 
with Study 1. 
For the examination of the model for the shopping scenario, the two-step approach 
of structural equation modeling as the examination of the general evaluation model was 
still adopted. In the latent level, private self-consciousness and public self-consciousness 
were still exogenous variables. Pride, empathy, guilt, and willingness to pay more were 
endogenous variables (See Figure 3.2). All indices of the model fit were assessed to 
confirm a satisfactory full model as the confirmatory factor analysis model. Standardized 
coefficients of causal relationships between latent variables based on the hypotheses were 

























Figure 3.2 Structural Model for Shopping Environment
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS OF ANALYSES 
This chapter stated the results of two studies separately. The results of Study 1 
described sample characteristics, and then showed the results of confirmatory factor 
analysis to ensure reliability and validity of measures of the primary variables for the 
general evaluation model. In turn, the full model examined hypotheses 1-4. Finally, 
multi-group analysis was conducted to examine confounding effects of sex, age, and 
income on the general evaluation model. The results of Study 2 were separated into two 
parts. First part was to validate the general evaluation model by adopting multi-group 
analysis, and to perform the full model to compare with the one of Study 1. Second part 
was to examine the shopping environment model by adopting two-step approach of 
structural equation modeling as Study 1. This full model was compared with the general 
evaluation model to examine the entire hypotheses. 
 
4.1 Study 1 Results 
 
4.1.1 Sample Characteristics 
There were 373 participants with fully answering all questions, and their responses 
were analyzed. According to Marsh, Hau, Balla, and Grayson (1998), common rules of 
thumb for determining the sample size in confirmatory factor analysis should be larger
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than 200, the sample size in Study 1 was large enough to be analyzed. Each of them was 
awarded 0.5 US dollar for the completion. The mean age of respondents is 36.09 with 
ages ranging from 18 to 64. The majority of race is Caucasian (72.7%), and the second 
largest is Asian (10.2%). One hundred seventy-seven respondents (47.5%) are female, 
one hundred ninety-two (51.5%) are male, and four did not want to disclose their sex. 
Three hundred fifty participants (93.8%) are living in the United States. In terms of 
education, most of the participants (58%) possess college and higher education. For the 
marital status, one hundred thirty-three respondents (35.7%) are single, and one hundred 
forty-one (37.8%) are married. The majority of total household income before taxes 
during the past 12 months (60.6%) is below $50,000. All the specific information was 
shown in Table 4.1. 
 
Table 4.1 Sample Demographics in Study 1 
Demographics Frequency Percent (%) 
Sex Male  192 51.5 
Female 177 47.5 
Prefer not to disclose 4 1.1 
Age 18-25 71 19 
26-35 154 41.3 
36-45 66 17.7 
46-55 43 11.5 
56-64 39 10.5 
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 Table 4.1 continued   
Demographics Frequency Percent (%) 
Race Caucasian 271 72.7 
 African American 32 8.6 
 Native American 3 0.8 
 Hispanic 21 5.6 
 Eastern Asian 14 3.8 
 South Asian 22 5.9 
 West Asian 2 0.5 
 Multiracial 8 2.1 
Country of citizenship Antigua and Barbuda 1 0.3 
 Australia 3 0.8 
 Greece 1 0.3 
 India 18 4.8 
 Latvia 1 0.3 
 Macedonia 1 0.3 
 Mexico 1 0.3 
 Poland 2 0.5 
 Sri Lanka 1 0.3 
 United Kingdom 1 0.3 
 United States 342 91.7 





Table 4.1 continued 
  
Demographics Frequency Percent (%) 
Living in the United States Yes 350 93.8 
 No 23 6.2 
Marital status Single, never married 133 35.7 
 In a non-married 
relationship 
60 16.1 
 Married 141 37.8 
 Separated 6 1.6 
 Divorced 30 8 
 Other 3 0.8 
Education Some high school 5 1.3 
 High school graduate 24 6.4 




 College graduate 154 41.3 
 Some postgraduate 
work 
17 4.6 
 Post graduate degree 45 12.1 
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 Table 4.1 continued   
Demographics Frequency Percent (%) 
Household income before taxes 
during the past 12 months 
Less than $25,000 79 21.2 
$25,000 to $34,999 74 19.8 
$35,000 to $49,999 73 19.6 
$50,000 to $74,999 67 18 
$75,000 to $99,999 44 11.8 
$100,000 to $149,999 34 9.1 
$150,000 to more 2 0.5 
How many people, including 
yourself, live in your 
household 
1 81 21.7 
2 101 27.1 
3 84 22.5 
4 63 16.9 
5 31 8.3 
More than 6 13 3.5 
 
4.1.2 Confirmatory Factor Analysis 
Because measures of all variables were adapted from well-established scales, factor 
analysis should focus on confirming whether the scales really reflect the constructs that 
they represent. Hence, confirmatory factor analysis is more appropriate to be used to 
check reliability and validity of these measures than exploratory factor analysis. By 
incorporating all items of self-consciousness, empathic concern, personal distress, and 
socially responsible consumption, the measurement model was analyzed. As previously 
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noted, all items with standardized factor loading lower than 0.5 were removed. The 
model fit of this measurement model was satisfactory based on the criteria of model fit 
indices mentioned in the previous chapter (χ2  = 396.05, df=160, χ2/df = 2.475, GFI= 
0.904, CFI= 0.931, TLI= 0.918, IFI= 0.932, and RMSEA= 0.063). 
In addition, all items in Table 4.2 showed adequate internal consistency based on the 
criteria of Cronbach’s alpha > 0.7 and the item-total correlations > 0.5 (Bearden & 
Netemeyer, 1998; Churchill Jr, 1979; Nunnally, 1978). The values of mean and standard 
deviation for all latent variables and the correlation between each two variables were also 
provided in Table 4.3. The measurement model exhibited satisfactory convergent validity 
(composite reliability and AVE > 0.5, see Table 4.4) and discriminant validity (AVE > 
the squared correlation values, see Table 4.5) based on the foregoing criteria in the 
methodology chapter.  
Apart from the examination of dimensionality for all variables, the confirmatory 
factor analysis approach can be also used to test for common method bias (Sanchez & 
Brock, 1996), which can potentially threaten the analysis of the data because all of the 
data were collected via the survey method. To examine the degree of common method 
bias, a single latent factor would constitute all proposed variables (Podsakoff & Organ, 
1986). A worse fit for the one-factor model suggests that common method bias does not 
seriously threaten the results of data analysis (Sanchez, Korbin, & Viscarra, 1995). The 
one-factor model yielded a χ2 (170) = 2341.773 compared with a χ2 (160) = 396.05 for the 
measurement model, suggesting that common method bias is not a considerable threat in 
this model. After the measure items for each latent variable were confirmed, hypotheses 




Table 4.2 Item Descriptive Statistics in Study 1 




Private self-consciousness   0.797  
PRISC1 4.46 1.69  0.656 
PRISC2 4.96 1.511  0.593 
PRISC3 4.44 1.651  0.679 
Public self-consciousness   0.867  
PUBSC1 4.28 1.687  0.63 
PUBSC2 4.88 1.511  0.734 
PUBSC3 4.6 1.687  0.628 
PUBSC4 4.56 1.664  0.745 
PUBSC5 4.46 1.65  0.718 
Empathic concern   0.874  
EC1 5.42 1.308  0.712 
EC2 5.29 1.367  0.758 
EC3 5.25 1.39  0.711 
EC4 5.23 1.36  0.74 
Personal distress   0.85  
PD1 3.94 1.781  0.731 
PD2 3.73 1.721  0.686 
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Table 4.2 continued 




PD3 3.85 1.687  0.666 
PD4 2.86 1.549  0.677 
Socially responsible consumption   0.805  
SRC1 4.15 1.758  0.609 
SRC2 4.82 1.704  0.711 
SRC3 5.12 1.476  0.535 
















Table 4.3 Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlation in Study 1 
 Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
(1) Private self-
consciousness 
4.62 1.366 1     
(2) Public self-
consciousness 
4.56 1.326 0.417** 1    
(3) Empathic 
concern 
5.3 1.156 0.212** 0.2** 1   
(4) Personal 
distress 




4.79 1.367 0.14** 0.136** 0.392** -0.064 1 












Table 4.4 Test for Convergent Validity in Study 1 
Latent variables/items Factor loading Composite Reliability AVE 
Private self-consciousness  0.8 0.573 
PRISC1 0.776***   
PRISC2 0.679***   
PRISC3 0.809***   
Public self-consciousness  0.87 0.574 
PUBSC1 0.685***   
PUBSC2 0.787***   
PUBSC3 0.686***   
PUBSC4 0.832***   
PUBSC5 0.785***   
Empathic concern  0.875 0.636 
EC1 0.783***   
EC2 0.831***   
EC3 0.765***   
EC4 0.81***   
Personal distress  0.85 0.588 
PD1 0.83***   
PD2 0.749***   
PD3 0.758***   
PD4 0.725***   
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 Table 4.4 continued  
Latent variables/items Factor loading Composite Reliability AVE 
Socially responsible consumption  0.81 0.519 
SRC1 0.686***   
SRC2 0.836***   
SRC3 0.607***   
SRC4 0.734***   
Note. All the factor loading values were standardized. ***p< 0.001. 
 
 
Table 4.5 Test for Discriminant Validity in Study 1 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
(1) Private self-consciousness 0.573     
(2) Public self-consciousness 0.174 0.574    
(3) Empathic concern 0.045 0.04 0.636   
(4) Personal distress 0.036 0.125 0 0.588  
(5) Socially responsible consumption 0.02 0.018 0.154 0.004 0.519 
Note. The numbers below the diagonal are the squared correlation coefficients between 





4.1.3 Hypotheses Examination 
As the measurement model, the structural model in this study was examined by the 
maximum likelihood method with AMOS 23 (See Figure 4.1). The results of the overall 
structural model were χ2 = 404.111, df= 163, χ2/df = 2.479, GFI= 0.901, CFI= 0.93, TLI= 
0.918, IFI= 0.93, and RMSEA= 0.063. These results revealed a satisfactory fit (Browne, 
Cudeck, Bollen, & Long, 1993). All proposed paths reflect hypotheses examination. 
Hypotheses 1 and 2 examine two impacts of self-consciousness on self-conscious 
emotions. Public self-consciousness was positively related to empathic concern (β= 0.144, 
t-value= 2.081, p< 0.05), and also positively associated with personal distress (β= 0.373, 
t-value= 5.248, p< 0.001). Thus, hypothesis 1 was supported. In addition, private self-
consciousness was positively related to empathic concern (β= 0.179, t-value= 2.495, p< 
0.05), whereas had no significant influence on empathic concern (β= 0.067, t-value= 
0.965, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 2 was partially supported. 
Hypothesis 3 explicates the impacts of self-conscious emotions on sustainable 
consumption. Empathic concern had a significantly positive influence on socially 
responsible consumption (β= 0.456, t-value= 6.998, p< 0.001), whereas personal distress 
had no significant impact on socially responsible consumption (β= -0.058, t-value= -
1.019, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 3 was partially supported. Hypothesis 4 compares the 
strength of associations between two types of self-consciousness and self-conscious 
emotions. By looking at the standardized total effects from private/public self-
consciousness to empathic concern and personal distress, the result showed that public 
self-consciousness had a greater total effect than private self-consciousness on self-
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conscious emotions (TEpublic= 0.517 > TEprivate= 0.246). Therefore, hypothesis 4 was 
supported. 
Further, in order to examine whether self-conscious emotions may be a full mediator 
between self-consciousness and sustainable consumption, a competitive structural model 
that allows two more paths (private self-consciousnesssocially responsible 
consumption and public self-consciousness socially responsible consumption) was 
estimated. Both paths were not significant (See Figure 4.2), and the Chi-square difference 
test did not show a significant improvement in the modified model (χ2 (2) = 4.352, n.s.) at 











Figure 4.1 Structural Model Results for General Evaluation 
Note. All coefficients were standardized (*p< 0.05, ***p< 0.001). Model fit indices: χ2 = 
































Figure 4.2 Results of Competitive Model for General Evaluation 
Note. All coefficients were standardized (†p< 0.1, *p< 0.05, ***p< 0.001). Model fit 
indices: χ2 = 399.759, df= 161, χ2/df = 2.483, GFI= 0.902, CFI= 0.93, TLI= 0.918, IFI= 
0.931, and RMSEA= 0.063. 
 
4.1.4 Multi-Group Analysis 
In order to examine the confounding effects of the foregoing demographic variables 
(i.e., sex, age, income) on sustainable consumption, multi-group analysis was conducted 
by dividing into two groups in terms of sex, age, and income. In addition to sex, the 






















criterion to create new categorical variables for the analysis. Unconstrained model 
indicates that all freed parameters were freed as the proposed structural model in each 
two groups, whereas constrained model means that all structural paths in one group were 
constrained to be identical with the paths in the other group. 
Then, a Chi-square difference test between these two models was conducted to 
examine the confounding effects of these three demographic variables. If the result of the 
Chi-square difference test is not significant (at the alpha level of 0.05), there is no 
confounding effect on this structural model in terms of the demographic variable. 
According to the results in Table 4.6, sex and income did not have confounding effects 
on the structural model. However, age showed a confounding effect on the model based 
on the results of Chi-square difference test. Further, each structural path was constrained 
to see which path(s) show difference in two groups in terms of age. In Table 4.6, only the 
relationship between private self-consciousness and empathic concern was different in 
two groups. To compare this relationship between two groups, standardized coefficients 
of the unconstrained model in two groups were conducted. The standardized coefficient 
of the relationship between private self-consciousness and empathic concern in the 









Table 4.6 Multi-Group Analysis of Demographics in Study 1 
Sex χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained model 670.846 326 — — — 
Constrained model 681.423 332 10.577 6 n. s. 
Age χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained model 614.422 326 — — — 
Constrained model 645.946 332 31.524 6 < 0.001 
PRISCEC 636.744 327 22.322 1 < 0.001 
PRISCPD 616.554 327 2.132 1 n.s. 
PUBSCEC 615.117 327 0.695 1 n.s. 
PUBSCPD 616.816 327 2.394 1 n.s. 
ECSRC 614.785 327 0.363 1 n.s. 
PDSRC 616.239 327 1.817 1 n.s. 
Income χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained model 570.318 326 — — — 
Constrained model 578.828 332 8.51 6 n. s. 
 
4.1.5 Discussion 
The results of Study 1 show that empathic concern primarily affects sustainable 
consumption rather than personal distress. Furthermore, empathic concern, an other-
focused emotion, can be driven from not only public self-consciousness but private self-
consciousness, whereas personal distress, an ego-focused emotion, is not activated by 
private but public self-consciousness. Although the total effect of public self-
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consciousness is greater than the effect of private self-consciousness on self-conscious 
emotions, this effect of public self-consciousness mostly leads to personal distress which 
has less impact on sustainable consumption. As such, private self-consciousness 
potentially plays a more essential role to activate self-conscious emotions resulting in 
sustainable consumption. This study, however, only took empathy into account, and just 
asked respondents’ evaluations about this emotion with two sub-dimensions and socially 
responsible consumption. Therefore, Study 2 was conducted to focus on creating a 
shopping scenario as a situation that is more close to real consumption. Also, not only 
empathy but other self-conscious emotions, such as pride and guilt, were asked to 
examine the degree to which respondents felt these emotions in the scenario. The results 
of Study 2 were presented as follows. 
 
4.2 Study 2 Results 
 
4.2.1 Sample Characteristics 
The sample size of this study was 406 participants from M-Turk, and they had fully 
answered all questions. As previously noted, this sample size was appropriate to use 
confirmatory factor analysis because of the common rules of thumb with sample size 
larger than 200. Each of them was awarded 0.7 US dollar for their completion of the 
survey. One hundred eighty respondents (44.3%) are female, two hundred twenty-three 
participants (54.9%) are male, and three respondents did not want to disclose their sex. 
The mean age of respondents is 35.22 with ages ranging from 18 to 64. The majority of 
race is Caucasian (75.4%), and the second largest is Asian (12.1%). About respondents’ 
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education, most of the participants (56.7%) possess college and higher education. In 
terms of marital status, one hundred fifty-nine respondents (39.2%) are single, and one 
hundred forty-seven (36.2%) are married. Three hundred eighty-two participants (94.1%) 
are living in the United States. The majority of total household income before taxes 
during the past 12 months (58.1%) is below $50,000. All the specific information was 
shown in Table 4.7. 
 
Table 4.7 Sample Demographics in Study 2 
Demographics Frequency Percent (%) 
Sex Male  223 54.9 
Female 180 44.3 
Prefer not to disclose 3 0.8 
Age 18-25 84 20.7 
26-35 159 39.2 
36-45 86 21.2 
46-55 48 11.8 
56-64 29 7.1 
Race Caucasian 306 75.5 
 African American 24 5.9 
 Native American 1 0.2 
 Hispanic 14 3.4 
 Eastern Asian 22 5.4 
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Table 4.7 continued 
Demographics Frequency Percent (%) 
Race South Asian 27 6.7 
 Pacific Islander 4 1 
 Multiracial 7 1.7 
 Other 1 0.2 
Country of citizenship Canada 1 0.2 
Egypt 1 0.2 
India 22 5.4 
Republic of Korea 1 0.2 
Pakistan 1 0.2 
Philippines 1 0.2 
Poland 1 0.2 
Romania 1 0.2 
United Kingdom 2 0.5 
United States 373 91.9 
Venezuela 2 0.5 
Living in the United 
States 
Yes 382 94.1 
No 24 5.9 
Marital status Single, never married 159 39.2 
 In a non-married relationship 65 16 




Table 4.7 continued 
Demographics Frequency Percent (%) 
Marital status Separated 3 0.7 
 Divorced 29 7.1 
 Other 3 0.7 
Education Some high school 2 0.5 
High school graduate 39 9.6 




College graduate 159 39.2 
Some postgraduate work 17 4.2 
Post graduate degree 54 13.3 
 Other 1 0.2 
Household income 
before taxes during 
the past 12 months 
Less than $25,000 102 25.1 
$25,000 to $34,999 59 14.4 
$35,000 to $49,999 75 18.5 
$50,000 to $74,999 92 22.7 
$75,000 to $99,999 40 9.9 
$100,000 to $149,999 27 6.7 
$150,000 to more 11 2.7 
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Table 4.7 continued 
Demographics Frequency Percent (%) 
How many people, 
including yourself, 
live in your household 
1 87 21.4 
2 127 31.3 
3 74 18.2 
4 72 17.7 
5 24 5.9 
More than 6 22 5.5 
 
4.2.2 Measurement Invariance 
To check measurement invariance of the general evaluation model between two 
studies, three types of invariance were examined—configural, metric, and factorial 
invariance (Cheung & Rensvold, 2002). The fit of the configural invariance model, which 
indicates the equivalent pattern of fixed and free parameters across groups, was 
acceptable (CFI = 0.98, RMSEA = 0.038). Thus, the general evaluation model is a proper 
representation of the data across samples (See Siedlecki et al., 2010). Then, I examined 
full metric invariance by constraining all factor loadings to be identical across two 
samples. As shown in Table 4.8, in accordance with the Chi-square difference test, the 
metric invariance model fit had no difference from the configural invariance model. 
Finally, the factorial invariance model, which refers to equivalent corresponding indicator 
means across groups, was examined by comparing with the metric invariance model. The 
results in Table 4.8 revealed that full factor invariance can be assumed (Δχ2 (20) = 12.682, 
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n.s.). Accordingly, the general evaluation model has measurement invariance across 
samples in two studies. 
 
Table 4.8 Measurement Invariance Test Results 
 χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p CFI RMSEA 
Configural invariance 683.577 320 — — — 0.952 0.038 
Metric invariance 699.115 335 15.538 15 n.s. 0.952 0.037 
Factorial invariance 711.797 355 12.682 20 n.s. 0.953 0.036 
 
4.2.3 Multi-Group Analysis for the General Evaluation Model  
In order to examine whether structural relationships found in the general evaluation 
model of Study 1 can be replicated in Study 2, multi-group analysis was conducted. 
Unconstrained model means that all proposed parameters in the structural model were 
freed across samples, whereas constrained model indicates that all structural paths in 
Study 2 sample were constrained to be congruent with the corresponding paths in Study 1 
sample. In turn, a Chi-square difference test between these two models was examined to 
check the congruence of the general evaluation model in two studies. The structural 
relationships in two studies are supposed to be identical if the result of the Chi-square 
difference test is not significant at the alpha level of 0.05. According to the results in 
Table 4.9, the structural models in two studies were congruent across two samples. 
Finally, the standardized coefficients of the relationships in the structural model in both 
studies were listed in Table 4.10. The effects and significance of all relationships were 
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consistent between the samples of two studies. Consequently, hypotheses 1-3 were 
reconfirmed based on the result of multi-group analysis. 
 
Table 4.9 Multi-Group Analysis for the General Evaluation Model in Two Studies 
 χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained model 709.86 326 — — — 
Constrained model 714.543 332 4.683 6 n. s. 
 
 
Table 4.10 Comparison between Structural Coefficients in Two Studies 
Relationships of the general evaluation model Study 2 sample Study 1 sample 
Private self-consciousnessEmpathic concern 0.167* 0.179* 
Private self-consciousnessPersonal distress -0.069 0.067 
Public self-consciousnessEmpathic concern 0.211* 0.144* 
Public self-consciousnessPersonal distress 0.555*** 0.373*** 
Empathic concernSocially responsible 
consumption 
0.414*** 0.456*** 
Personal distressSocially responsible 
consumption 
-0.078 -0.058 




4.2.4 Confirmatory Factor Analysis for the Shopping Environment Model 
The shopping environment model was conducted to examine the cognitive model of 
emotions in a shopping scenario. As in the general evaluation model, two-step approach 
was used in this model by adopting structural equation modeling. Confirmatory factor 
analysis was firstly conducted to examine reliability and validity of all measures. By 
incorporating all items of self-consciousness, pride, empathy, guilt, and willingness to 
pay more for the sustainable product, the measurement model was analyzed. 
As previously mentioned, the model fit of this measurement model was satisfactory 
based on the criteria of model fit indices (χ2 = 328.134, df= 155, χ2/df = 2.117, GFI= 
0.926, CFI= 0.969, TLI= 0.962, IFI= 0.969, and RMSEA= 0.053). In addition, all items 
in Table 4.11 revealed acceptable reliability based on the criteria of Cronbach’s alpha > 
0.7 and the item-total correlations > 0.5 as aforementioned. The values of mean and 
standard deviation for all latent variables and the correlation between each two variables 
were also exhibited in Table 4.12. The measurement model stated satisfactory convergent 
validity (composite reliability and AVE > 0.5, see Table 4.13) and discriminant validity 
(AVE > the squared correlation values, see Table 4.14). 
Common method bias was checked based on a one-factor model with all items as 
Study 1. The results of the one-factor model indicated a worse model fit (χ2 = 3215.197, 
df= 170, χ2/df = 18.913, GFI= 0.452, CFI= 0.458, TLI= 0.394, IFI= 0.46, and RMSEA= 
0.21). This revealed that the problem of common method bias did not exist in the 






Table 4.11 Item Descriptive Statistics in Study 2 




Private self-consciousness   0.82  
PRISC1 4.35 1.677  0.663 
PRISC2 4.9 1.471  0.63 
PRISC3 4.32 1.624  0.737 
Public self-consciousness   0.88  
PUBSC1 4.32 1.628  0.613 
PUBSC2 4.88 1.497  0.747 
PUBSC3 4.56 1.721  0.716 
PUBSC4 4.64 1.583  0.76 
PUBSC5 4.5 1.667  0.741 
Pride   0.858  
PRIDE1 3.4 1.881  0.74 
PRIDE2 3.33 1.805  0.708 
PRIDE3 2.91 1.776  0.749 
Empathy   0.862  
EMPA1 3.92 1.692  0.802 
EMPA2 3.96 1.76  0.707 
EMPA3 3.24 1.756  0.707 
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Table 4.11 continued 




Guilt   0.834  
GUILT1 1.69 1.25  0.69 
GUILT2 1.56 1.1  0.702 
GUILT3 1.46 1.05  0.706 
Willingness to pay   0.972  
WTP1 4.2 2.034  0.941 
WTP2 4.14 2.036  0.924 













Table 4.12 Mean, Standard Deviation, and Correlation in Study 2 
 Mean S.D. (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
(1) Private self-
consciousness 
4.52 1.366 1      
(2) Public self-
consciousness 
4.58 1.333 0.441** 1     
(3) Pride 3.21 1.607 0.269** 0.092 1    
(4) Empathy 3.71 1.536 0.255** 0.182** 0.737** 1   
(5) Guilt 1.57 0.985 0.076 0.085 0.278** 0.169** 1  
(6) Willingness 
to pay 
4.18 1.981 0.174** 0.088 0.539** 0.645** 0.097 1 
Note. **p< 0.01. 
 
Table 4.13 Test for Convergent Validity in Study 2 
Latent variables/items Factor loading Composite Reliability AVE 
Private self-consciousness  0.825 0.614 
PRISC1 0.749***   
PRISC2 0.707***   
PRISC3 0.883***   
Public self-consciousness  0.883 0.603 
PUBSC1 0.663***   
PUBSC2 0.8***   
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Table 4.13 continued 
Latent variables/items Factor loading Composite Reliability AVE 
PUBSC3 0.772***   
PUBSC4 0.834***   
PUBSC5 0.802***   
Pride  0.858 0.668 
PRIDE1 0.856***   
PRIDE2 0.765***   
PRIDE3 0.829***   
Empathy  0.867 0.685 
EMPA1 0.902***   
EMPA2 0.782***   
EMPA3 0.794***   
Guilt  0.838 0.632 
GUILT1 0.804***   
GUILT2 0.781***   
GUILT3 0.8***   
Willingness to pay  0.972 0.921 
WTP1 0.962***   
WTP2 0.939***   
WTP3 0.978***   




Table 4.14 Test for Discriminant Validity in Study 2 
 (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) 
(1) Private self-consciousness 0.614      
(2) Public self-consciousness 0.194 0.603     
(3) Pride 0.072 0.008 0.668    
(4) Empathy 0.065 0.033 0.543 0.685   
(5) Guilt 0.006 0.007 0.077 0.029 0.632  
(6) Willingness to pay 0.03 0.008 0.291 0.416 0.009 0.921 
Note. The numbers below the diagonal are the squared correlation coefficients between 
the constructs. The numbers in diagonal line show the average variance extracted by each 
construct. 
 
4.2.5 Examination of the Shopping Environment Model 
As the examination of the full model in Study 1, the examination of the structural 
model of shopping environment was also the maximum likelihood method with the 
software of AMOS 23 (See Figure 4.3). The fit results of the full model were χ2 = 
359.853, df= 159, χ2/df = 2.263, GFI= 0.92, CFI= 0.964, TLI= 0.957, IFI= 0.964, and 
RMSEA= 0.056. These results showed a satisfactory model fit.  
All proposed paths represent the foregoing hypotheses made in the literature review 
chapter. Hypotheses 1 and 2 examine the differential impacts of self-consciousness on 
self-conscious emotions. Public self-consciousness had no significant impact on pride (β= 
-0.068, t-value= -1.033, n.s.), empathy (β= 0.064, t-value= 0.982, n.s.), and guilt (β= 
0.022, t-value= 0.325, n.s.). Thus, hypothesis 1 was not supported. In addition, Private 
61 
 
self-consciousness was positively associated with pride (β= 0.361, t-value= 5.209, p< 
0.001), and also had a positive influence on empathy (β= 0.261, t-value= 3.891, p< 0.001). 
Guilt was not significantly influenced by private self-consciousness (β= 0.112, t-value= 
1.588, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 2 was partially supported. 
Hypothesis 3 specifies the effects of self-conscious emotions on sustainable 
consumption. Empathy had a significantly positive effect on willingness to pay more for 
the sustainable product (β= 0.647, t-value= 5.935, p< 0.001), whereas pride and guilt had 
no significant impact on willingness to pay more for the sustainable product (βpride= 0.045, 
t-value= 0.42, n.s.; βguilt= -0.019, t-value= -0.443, n.s.). Hence, hypothesis 3 was partially 
supported. Hypothesis 5 compares the strength of relationships between two types of self-
consciousness and self-conscious emotions. By summing up the absolute values of 
standardized total effects from private/public self-consciousness to three types of self-
conscious emotions, the result indicated that private self-consciousness had a stronger 
total effect than public self-consciousness on self-conscious emotions (TEprivate= 0.734 > 
TEpublic= 0.154). Therefore, hypothesis 5 was supported. 
Moreover, in order to examine whether the relationship between self-consciousness 
and sustainable consumption is fully mediated by self-conscious emotions, a competitive 
structural model that estimates two more paths (private self-consciousnesswillingness 
to pay more for the sustainable product and public self-consciousnesswillingness to 
pay more for the sustainable product). Neither paths were not significant (See Figure 4.4), 
and the Chi-square difference test did not reveal a significant improvement in the 
modified model (χ2 (2) = 1.407, n.s.) at a 95% level of confidence. Consequently, the 



























Figure 4.3 Structural Model Results for Shopping Environment 
Note. All coefficients were standardized (***p< 0.001). Model fit indices: χ2 = 359.853, 






































Figure 4.4 Results of Competitive Model for Shopping Environment 
Note. All coefficients were standardized (†p< 0.1, *p< 0.05, ***p< 0.001). Model fit 
indices: χ2 = 358.446, df= 157, χ2/df = 2.283, GFI= 0.92, CFI= 0.964, TLI= 0.957, IFI= 
0.964, and RMSEA= 0.056. 
 
4.2.6 Multi-Group Analysis for Confounding Effects of Demographics 
As the examination of confounding effects of demographic variables on the 
structural model in Study 1, multi-group analysis was conducted to examine confounding 






















between unconstrained and constrained models was used to examine the confounding 
effects of these three demographic variables on the structural model of shopping 
environment. There is no confounding effect if the result of Chi-square difference test is 
not significant at the 95% level of confidence. According to the results in Table 4.15, all 
these three demographic variables did not show confounding effects on the structural 
model regarding shopping environment due to non-significant results of Chi-square tests.  
 
Table 4.15 Multi-Group Analysis for the Shopping Environment Model 
Sex χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained model 574.165 318 — — — 
Constrained model 582.148 327 7.983 9 n. s. 
Age χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained model 600.524 318 — — — 
Constrained model 608.476 327 7.952 9 n. s. 
Income χ2 df Δχ2 Δdf p 
Unconstrained model 560.25 318 — — — 
Constrained model 570.957 327 10.707 9 n. s. 
 
4.2.7 Discussion 
Study 2 examined the full model based on the cognitive model of emotions in the 
manipulated shopping scenario. In addition to confirm measurement invariance of the 
general evaluation model between two samples, the similar results of the general 
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evaluation model were found in the results of the shopping environment model. That is, 
the relationship between private self-consciousness and sustainable consumption is fully 
mediated by empathy, one type of self-conscious emotion. The difference between the 
results of these two models was the strength of the relationship between self-
consciousness and empathy. The effect of private self-consciousness on empathy was 
found to be stronger than that of public self-consciousness in the shopping environment 
model. This finding is totally opposite to the result of the general evaluation model. More 









CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 
5.1 Summary of Findings 
This research contributes to understanding the effects of self-conscious emotions 
on sustainable consumption (See Table 5.1). Aside from cognitive factors emphasized 
by previous relevant research based on the theory of planned behavior and behavioral 
change, emotional factors indeed have a significant impact on sustainable 
consumption as well. Specifically, in the general evaluation model of Study 1, 
empathic concern is positively related to sustainable consumption, whereas personal 
distress has no significant effect on sustainable consumption. According to the 
Cognitive-Emotions-Behavior Model (Weiner, 1980), positive emotions lead 
individuals to approach helping behavior, whereas negative emotions make people 
avoid helping behavior. Hence, a positive nature in empathic concern gives rise to 
approaching a type of prosocial behavior—sustainable consumption, while a negative 
nature in personal distress results in avoiding sustainable consumption. Although both 
emotional evaluations belong to empathy which should activate sustainable 
consumption engagement, the power of the negative nature in personal distress offsets 
this activating power of an empathic nature. As such, personal distress could not be 
found to have an adequate effect on sustainable consumption. 
Based on the results from the general evaluation model, empathic concern is a 




emotion is not only driven from public self-consciousness, which is a self-perception 
affected by opinions or thoughts from others. Private self-consciousness also leads 
people to agree with the philosophy of sustainable consumption or even to engage in 
such consumption behaviors. This shows that other-focused emotions can be 
generated from awareness only about self. This finding also corresponds to moral 
inferences that do not rely entirely on opinions and considerations about others (Haidt 
& Kesebir, 2010). These two types of self-consciousness leading to self-conscious 
emotions also reflect the cooperation between the needs of the person (i.e., personal-
identity salience) and the needs for environmental conservation (i.e., social-identity 
salience) in practices of anti-consumption for sustainability (Black & Cherrier, 2010). 
As a result, a concern about only self is also the antecedent of empathic concern, 
although this self-conscious emotion is categorized as the focus on others’ opinions. 
In addition, the findings of the general evaluation model also elaborate 
psychological processes underlying voluntary simplifiers and global impact 
consumers defined by Iyer and Muncy (2009) in terms of purposes of anti-
consumption. Voluntary simplifiers intend to choose anti-consumption style for self-
discipline in the daily life. Thus, they should be motivated by private self-
consciousness rather than public self-consciousness. Global impact consumers 
attempt to benefit the entire society by reducing the current level of consumption. Iyer 
and Muncy find that self-consciousness (actually public self-consciousness) has a 
significant influence on global impact consumers, but not on voluntary simplifiers. 




general evaluation model can explain psychological processes underlying these two 
types of anti-consumers due to the distinctive types of self-consciousness. 
On the other hand, the shopping environment model in Study 2 indicates a 
congruent result with the general evaluation model. That is, empathy is the only self-
conscious emotion motivating sustainable consumption. The other two self-conscious 
emotions (i.e., pride and guilt) have no significant influence on sustainable 
consumption. The motivation of this self-conscious emotion, however, does not 
depend primarily on public self-consciousness as Study 1, but relies solely on private 
self-consciousness. This reflects that the appraisal on sustainable consumption varies 
in different situations. When individuals evaluate their self-conscious emotions and 
sustainable consumption behavior, they are more likely to take the public’s opinions 
about sustainable consumption issues into account. Nevertheless, people tend to 
consider more about themselves when they are shopping, especially when they are 
engaging in intentional shopping; that is, they expect to buy something for themselves 
during the shopping time. Accordingly, the activation of private self-consciousness is 
a key finding to enhance sustainable consumption. Similar to this finding, self-
accountability has been empirically observed to have more effective impacts on 
preferences for products with ethical attributes (Peloza et al., 2013). This factor is one 
type of the activation of private self-consciousness, and should be linked with the 







Table 5.1 Summary of Hypotheses Examination in Two Models 




H1: Public self-consciousness is 
positively related to self-conscious 
emotions. 
Supported Not supported 
H2: Private self-consciousness is 
positively related to self-conscious 
emotions. 
Partially supported Partially supported 
H3: Self-conscious emotions are 
positively related to sustainable 
consumption. 
Partially supported Partially supported 
H4: The effect of public self-
consciousness is greater than the 
effect of private self-consciousness 
on self-conscious emotions in a 
general evaluation. 
Supported — 
H5: The effect of public self-
consciousness is weaker than the 
effect of private self-consciousness 







5.2 Managerial Implication 
The findings of this research suggest that current promotional strategies of 
sustainable practices or products may not solve the problem about attitude-behavior 
gap mentioned at the beginning. For example, the sustainable marketing statement of 
the McDonald’s is “putting people, processes and practices into place to make 
sustainability the new normal – for our business, society and the world at large.”3 
This implies the ineffectiveness of concerns with the public in sustainable marketing 
strategies based on the results of the shopping environment model. Consumers’ self-
conscious emotions approaching sustainable consumption are not driven from 
concerns about others in a shopping environment. This finding also reflects that self-
defense (Lee, Cherrier, & Belk, 2013) and self-relevance (Johnson, Matear, & 
Thomson, 2011) have an impact on anti-consumption. Thus, pursuing sustainability is 
not always for others, particularly for self when consumers are shopping. The 
insignificance of public self-consciousness on self-conscious emotions in a shopping 
environment also explains one of the reasons why high interests but low purchase 
rates in sustainable products. More specifically, the current promotional strategies of 
sustainable products only motivate public self-consciousness to evaluate sustainable 
consumption positively via self-conscious emotions, but do not activate private self-
consciousness to enhance self-conscious emotions leading to sustainable consumption 
engagement in a shopping environment. Consequently, the activation of private self-
consciousness provides one of the possible solutions for the problem of promoting 
sustainable consumption. 
                                                 




From a perspective of business, this research suggests that marketers should 
reconsider how to promote sustainable products or any events associated with 
sustainability (e.g., Corporate Social Responsibility or go green campaigns) in terms 
of self-conscious emotions. An empathic appeal can be an advertising strategy to 
promote sustainable products. More importantly, marketers should take the activation 
of private self-consciousness into consideration when adopting an empathic appeal to 
promote sustainability. For example, experiential marketing enables consumers to 
personally involve in positive values by using sustainable products or practices. 
Experiential marketing is relevant to rational and sensory-emotive consumption 
motivations (Schmitt, 1999). As such, this type of marketing strategy activates self-
benefit consideration from the experience. Marketers who promote sustainable 
products should hold campaigns to make consumers spontaneously understand the 
ethical value of sustainability by using the products or engaging in practices. 
From a perspective of communication, this study can provide marketers with an 
alternative way of effective communication with consumers. A communication 
campaign on environmental destruction and social injustice is being prevalently used 
to create consumer awareness (Cherrier, 2009). Public benefit (e.g., environmental 
protection, charity, helping the vulnerable, etc.) is a ubiquitous appeal for marketers 
to promote sustainable products, corporate social responsibility, or any campaigns 
about sustainable development. Nevertheless, this communication strategy is not 
always useful for consumers to actually buy sustainable products as aforementioned. 
According to the significant effect of private self-consciousness on self-conscious 




benefit focus is a substantial motivation to engage in sustainable consumption, such 
as an emphasis in values of personal health underlying sustainable products. 
Additionally, policymakers can use the strategies about the activation of private self-
consciousness on promoting policies regarding sustainable behavior. For example, to 
encourage recycling behavior, it is useful to increase money awards when consumers 
recycle bottles or to emphasize that they are wise when using recycled products in the 
advertising design. Furthermore, the campaign to participate in recycling can be held 
by providing personal incentives, such as recycled products as gifts. By doing so, 
consumers’ private self-consciousness can be activated by such a self-benefit focus to 
enhance self-conscious emotions leading to sustainable behavior in the relevant 
scenario. 
 
5.3 Limitations and Future Research 
There are still several limitations in the present research. First, this research is 
limited to discuss emotional effects driven from self-consciousness on sustainable 
consumption behavior. Future research should examine whether self-conscious 
emotions can be driven from other cognitive factors. For example, perceived 
behavioral control has been found to influence sustainable consumption based on the 
theory of planned behavior. Perceived availability (i.e., how consumers can easily 
engage in the certain consumption behavior) (Sparks & Shepherd, 1992) and 
perceived consumer effectiveness (i.e., belief in an effective personal effort) (Roberts, 
1996) both pertain to perceived behavioral control. If consumers do not perceive 




(Vermeir & Verbeke, 2006). Hence, perceived availability and perceived consumer 
effectiveness are significant factors of perceived behavioral control to affect 
sustainable consumption. It is essential to discuss whether these two cognitive factors 
related to sustainable consumption can motivate self-conscious emotions increasing 
the likelihood of sustainable consumption behavior. 
Second, similar to the categorization of self-consciousness, there are two types 
of general self-identity categories. Social identity involves an individual’s social roles 
and relationships with others; in contrast, personal identity is concerned with one’s 
own private conception of self and feelings of commonness and uniqueness (Cheek & 
Briggs, 1982). Furthermore, private self-consciousness strongly associates with the 
personal aspects of identity, while public self-consciousness powerfully relates to the 
social aspects of identity (Koles & Nagy, 2012). In addition, perceived behavioral 
control can be driven from self-efficacy which is regarded as the extension of 
personal identity (Gu & Ryan, 2008). Subjective norm indicates self-perception 
regarding the opinions and behavior of people in the individual’s social context (i.e., 
family, peers, friends, community) (Kaplan, Manca, Nielsen, & Prato, 2015). Also, 
conformity to group norms mostly depends on the salient social identity (Hornsey, 
2008). Furthermore, personal identity emphasizes subjective, personal philosophies 
within consumption lifestyles, whereas social identity is oriented toward an outer 
change (Cherrier, 2009). Therefore, personal identity can be a mediator between 
private self-consciousness and self-conscious emotions, while social identity can 





Third, the present research only conducted the survey method to understand the 
effects of self-conscious emotions on sustainable consumption issues. Further 
research should examine whether the results of this research are still observed in the 
experimental design with manipulating emotional appeals of sustainable products. By 
conducting the experimental design method, it is important to examine whether 
personal distress in the general evaluation model as well as pride and guilt in the 
shopping environment model can turn to be significantly associated with sustainable 
consumption due to the scenario manipulation. If so, future research can be extended 
to examine the effects of these self-cognition factors as antecedents of self-conscious 
emotions. The significance of the relationships between self-cognition factors and 
self-conscious emotions will suggest differential promotional strategies of sustainable 
consumption in terms of emotional appeals. 
Fourth, the findings of the present research only discuss general sustainable 
consumption. Are these results generalizable to sustainable consumption toward 
specific brands or companies? Such behaviors, like the anti-Walmart film because of 
over labor disputes toward Walmart (Frazier, 2005), should be reached to see if the 
results can be replicated in future research. More broadly, any practices regarding 
sustainability development (e.g., Corporate Social Responsibility and cause-related 
marketing campaigns) can be incorporated in the future research. It is useful to 
develop corresponding promotional strategies for different sustainable practices by 
comparing the general evaluation models and the shopping environment models 




In addition, M-Turk is still a type of convenience sampling method although 
participants from it show higher external validity than college student samples (Xie & 
Johnson, 2015). Therefore, my findings need to be examined by multiple samples to 
avoid an overgeneralization problem. Moreover, participants from M-Turk are mostly 
Caucasians living in the United States, and most of non-Caucasian participants are 
Indians. It should be a limitation to conduct future cross-cultural surveys from M-
Turk. This future data collection in different geographic areas in terms of 
individualism-collectivism cultures should be conducted. This is because self-
consciousness is found to moderate culture-related associations (Lalwani, Shrum, & 
Chiu, 2009). As a result, future data collection should use other panels to discuss the 
effect of culture difference on the findings of this research. Additionally, M-Turk is 
not easy for experimenters to effectively control experimental setting (Kittur, Chi, & 
Suh, 2008), so future directions of conducting experimental design as previously 
noted should consider the physical environment rather than M-Turk. 
Finally, the results of this research found that age has a confounding effect on 
the relationship between private self-consciousness and empathic concern in the 
general evaluation model. More specifically, private self-consciousness has a positive 
effect on empathic concern in the young group, whereas there is no significant 
relationship between private self-consciousness and empathic concern in the old 
group. This suggests that the foregoing problem of high interest but low actual 
purchase rate is more serious in young people as opposed to old people. Future 
research can examine the difference in sustainable consumption behavior before and 




and young groups respectively. This can provide marketers with a direction that the 
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Appendix A Measures in the General Evaluation Model 
Private self-consciousness 
 Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements based on 
your real situation. (1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree) 
[PRISC1] I’m always trying to figure myself out.  
[PRISC2] I reflect about myself a lot. 
[PRISC3] I’m constantly examining my motives. 
 
Public self-consciousness 
 Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements based on 
your real situation. (1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree) 
[PUBSC1] I’m concerned about my style of doing things.  
[PUBSC2] I’m concerned about the way I present myself.  
[PUBSC3] I’m self-conscious about the way I look.  
[PUBSC4] I usually worry about making a good impression. 
[PUBSC5] I’m concerned about what other people think of me.  
 
Empathic concern 
 Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements based on 
your real situation. (1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree) 





[EC2] I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than me.  
[EC3] I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. 
[EC4] I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. 
 
Personal distress 
 Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements based on 
your real situation. (1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree) 
[PD1] I sometimes feel helpless when I am in the middle of a very emotional situation. 
[PD2] In emergency situations, I feel apprehensive and ill-at-ease. 
[PD3] Being in a tense emotional situation scares me. 
[PD4] I tend to lose control during emergencies. 
 
Socially responsible consumption 
 Please indicate the degree to which you agree with the following statements based on 
your past experience. (1=strongly disagree to 7=strongly agree) 
[SRC1] I have made sure that I was purchasing goods made by companies that do not use 
child labor. 
[SRC2] I have avoided purchasing goods that are potentially harmful to the environment. 
[SRC3] When given the choice between a local product and another product, I choose the 
local one. 







[Sex] What is your sex? (Male, female, prefer not to disclose) 
[Age] What year were you born? (1951-1997) 
[Race] What is your race?  
  White/Caucasian 
  African American/Black 
  Native American/American Indian 
  Hispanic/Latino 
  Eastern Asian  
  South Asian 
  West Asian 
  Pacific Islander 
  Multiracial 
  Other ____________________ 
[Citizenship] What is your country of citizenship?  
[Living place] Are you currently living in the United States? 
Yes  
No 
[Residence] If you live in the U.S, what is your state of residence? 
[Marital status] What is your current marital status? 
Single, Never Married 








[Education] What is your highest level of education obtained? 
Some high school 




Some postgraduate work 
Post graduate degree 
Other___________________  
[Income] What was your total household income before taxes during the past 12 months?  
Less than $25,000 
$25,000 to $34,999 
$35,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 to $74,999 
$75,000 to $99,999 
$100,000 to $149,999 
$150,000 to more 






Appendix B Shopping Scenario 
 
Please read the following scenario carefully. 
 
Imagine that you are shopping in a mall where a variety of fashion products are offered 
for sale. Products offered include clothing, handbags and accessories. While you are 
shopping, you notice a t-shirt that you like.  
  
This t-shirt has a label indicating that if you purchase it, an added 10% of the original 
price will go to the International Committee of the Red Cross for improving the lives of 















Appendix C Measures regarding the Shopping Scenario 
Self-conscious emotions 
 How would you feel when you encounter this scenario? (Please rate every following 
emotion. For example, if you do not feel proud at all, choose “Not at all”. If you feel 




























Willingness to pay 
 How likely would you be to pay additional 10% of the original price for the t-shirt in 
the scenario? (1=strongly unlikely to 7= strongly likely) 
 How inclined would you be to pay additional 10% of the original price for the t-shirt 
in the scenario? (1=strongly disinclined to 7= strongly inclined) 
 How willing would you be to pay additional 10% of the original price for the t-shirt in 
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